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Abstract: This research examines the relationship between residents of a mature tourist destination
and tourism. To do this, the place attachment and rootedness shown by the residents towards the place
where they live are assessed, as are their attitudes and level of satisfaction towards tourism. To carry
out the research, 770 surveys were completed in the city of Benalmádena (Costa del Sol, Spain). Unlike
other previous studies on place attachment, the level of place attachment and rootedness are assessed
separately, using a specific indicator for rootedness. The results show that place attachment and
rootedness behave di↵erently in relation to the attitude towards tourism. Another significant result
is that residents’ attitudes towards tourism in this destination are positive, being more favourable
among native residents. Finally, residents show a clear level of place attachment and satisfaction
with tourism development, which seems to be related to remarkable social resilience. Despite the
strong vulnerability of the mass tourism model, Benalmádena displays significant resilience due to
its social structure.
Keywords: place attachment; rootedness; attitudes towards tourism; satisfaction; mature destination;
social resilience
1. Introduction
Tourism leads millions of people to move from their place of residence to a destination, which
results in a series of e↵ects on the receiving communities. Many authors have described these impacts,
classifying them as economic, sociocultural and environmental [1–5]. However, the interactions
and dependencies among the impacts are such that a holistic approach is necessary to understand
how tourism a↵ects local communities [6–8]. Consequently, based on these considerations, it may
be convenient to combine attitude with other variables, such as place attachment, rootedness or
satisfaction towards tourism.
Knowledge of the attitude of the local community towards perceived impacts is important, but it
is more important to consider how the negative consequences of tourist activity can be alleviated [8].
In this way, the opinions of local residents can be a tool to take into account. Based on this idea, studies
on resident attitudes emerged in the 1970s, questioning the innocuous vision of tourism [9]. From
that decade to the present, a significant development of research in this field has taken place [10].
The studies carried out in mature destinations are relevant since these areas are the most complex from
the social and economic point of view and face the greatest challenges.
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One variable that has a close and remarkable relationship with the residents’ attitudes in tourist
spaces is place attachment, which is considered a factor that can a↵ect the perception that residents
have of the impacts of tourism and their support for tourism development [11–13]. Tourism can be a
positive factor that increases the level of attachment to the place because it can raise local self-esteem,
although it can also cause discomfort among residents [14]. Place attachment plays an important
role in supporting tourism development and adapting the local community to the impacts of this
development [15,16]. This aspect has singular importance in the mature destinations that have had a
very long history with o↵ers concentrated on few tourist products.
The sociodemographic changes that occur in mature destinations, linked to migratory flows
present in tourist spaces, have a prominent role in the relationship between population and tourism.
One of the usual consequences in these destinations is that the native populations become the minority
compared to the new foreign residents. This circumstance is directly related to the level of rootedness,
one of the variables used in this study. The native community (born in the municipality) can present
di↵erentiated behaviours with respect to non-native residents, as these attitudes are mediated by the
cost-benefit relationship with tourism, following the guidelines of the theory of social exchange [17–19].
The people born in the municipality would be more willing to support growth and tourist activity.
The viability of a mature destination over time is closely linked to two aspects: the social and
political attitudes shown by the local community and the level of satisfaction expressed by residents
with the process of development and management of tourism activity. In the tourism literature, several
models seek to explain or predict the attitudes and behaviour of residents, depending on the increase
in number of tourists in a destination. The well-known models in tourism research were formulated by
Doxey [20] (1975) and Butler [21] (1980). These models highlight the problems that mature destinations
face, especially irritation from the local community and competitiveness.
The level of satisfaction of the local population with tourism development provides a general
assessment of tourism activity, which includes the negative and positive aspects. In addition, the
concepts analysed in this study (attitudes, satisfaction, place attachment and rootedness) should allow
one to understand the capacity of the population to adapt to the impacts of tourism, that is, its social
resilience, within a context of mature destination, as in the case of Benalmádena. This resilience could
be related to the factors that we analysed in the research and could be an element that explains the
maintenance of the mass tourism model.
This research presents several major contributions. First, this research proposes an approach
that distinguishes between attachment to place and rootedness, and, for the latter, a new indicator is
proposed. The distinction between the variables is fundamental for the understanding of the study
and, until now, has not been implemented in the academic field.
Second, the analysis of attachment to the place was conducted by taking into account the social and
physical dimensions. The latter case used favourite places as places of identification of the residents,
which is not standard in attachment studies.
Third, the combination of the four variables used for a mature tourist destination is novel and
provides a global view of the behaviour of the resident population in these tourism areas.
There are two main objectives of this study (Figure 1):
The first objective of this study is the evaluation of residents’ attitudes towards tourism in a
destination and its relationship with the following variables:
1. Place attachment (for the purposes of this study, this variable is understood as a social and
physical bond with the place of residence).
2. Rootedness (here we refer to having been born and/or having parents or children born in a
given place).
3. Satisfaction level with tourism (assessment of the destination’s tourism development).
4. Other sociodemographic variables, such as length of residence, age, and level of education.
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The second purpose of this research is the identification of results in the case of a mature destination
specialised in mass tourism (Benalmádena, Spain), and its resilience to tourism impacts.
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and place attachment and rootedness are analysed. Secondly, the methodology is presented, and the
instrument and scale of analysis are explained. Third, the results of the data and statistical indices are
presented. Fourth, the main results on attitude towards tourism, satisfaction, rootedness and place
attachment are discussed. Fifth, in the conclusion section, two main issues are debated: the unequal
behaviour of rootedness and place attachment and the role of resilience in mature destinations.
2. Theoretical Context and Review of the Literature
2.1. Attitudes toward Tourism and Satisfaction with Tourism Development
The attitudes of the residents regarding he impacts of tourism has b en a research topic for over
40 years. Andereck and Vogt [22] pointed out at r search on tourism focused on the p sitive asp cts of
the impacts of tourism i t e 1960s, on the negative aspects i the 1970s and employed a more balanced
approach in the 1980s. In the 1970s, residents began to receive greater interest, with the first studies
focusing on the residents’ attitudes on the impacts of tourism [23]. These first studies on attitudes were
based on the assumption that residents presented homogeneous attitudes towards tourism. However,
communities are heterogeneous, and the residents show diverse attitudes towards tourism [24,25].
The study of the residents’ attitudes in relation to the impacts of tourism development has reached a
certain consensus around three dimensions: econo ic, socio-cultural and environmental [1–3,11,26].
The analysis of the attitudes from the economic point of view has highlighted, abov all, the
positiv impacts, althoug these same studies id tify problems indicated by the res dents themselves.
Studies that analyse social and environmental di ensions tend to highlight more problems. Many of the
studies carried out in mature destinations, as in this case, find that residents support tourism [24,27–29],
which contradicts Doxey’s [20] (1975) model regarding the final phases.
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Doxey’s [20] theory is the best known regarding the attitude and satisfaction of the local community
in relation to the growth of tourist activity. This author proposes four progressive stages in which it is
observed that the higher the number of tourists in a destination, the greater the residents’ hostility
towards tourists [25]. Residents’ attitudes towards tourism vary from euphoria in the early stages,
towards apathy and irritation in the intermediate phases, reaching antagonism in the final phase [30].
Butler’s [21] model is based on the theory of the life cycle of a product [31]. It presents similarities
with Doxey’s [20] model, as it is also concerned with the growth in the arrival of tourists in relation to
carrying capacity; it establishes five stages in a destination’s evolution and takes into account the role
played by local residents and tourist agents in each phase, especially in the last stage of stagnation [32].
This model is more focused on the analysis of the economic viability of the destination.
Research on attitude and satisfaction towards tourism has focused on the identification of the
factors that influence these perceptions and condition the attitudes of residents towards tourism.
The most influential factors are the sociodemographic variables, level of economic development and
dependence (Table 1).
Table 1. Main variables related to attitude and satisfaction in tourism areas.
Demographics
Place of birth Attitude Almeida, Balbuena & Cortés, 2015 [26]; Almeida, Peláez, Balbuena & Cortés,2016 [33]; Davis, Allen & Cosenza, 1988 [34]; Um & Crompton 1987 [13]
Years of residence
Attitude
Besculides, Lee, & McCormick, 2002 [35]; Brougham & Butler 1981 [36];
Davis et al., 1988 [34]; Haley, Snaith & Miller, 2005 [37]; Jurowski, Uysal, &
Williams, 1997 [38]; Kuvan & Akan, 2005 [7]; Lankford & Howard, 1994 [39];
McCool & Martin 1994 [40]; McGehee & Andereck, 2004 [41]; Stylidis, 2018
[12]; Wang & Chen, 2015 [16]
Satisfaction
Besculides et al., 2002 [35]; Davis et al., 1988 [34]; Haley et al, 2005 [37]; Harrill,
2004 [42]; Kuvan & Akan, 2005 [7]; Lankford & Howard, 1994 [39]; McGehee
& Andereck, 2004 [41]; Sheldon & Var 1984 [43]; Um & Crompton, 1987 [13]
Education level Attitude
Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003 [24]; Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996 [44];
Hernández, Cohen & García, 1996 [32]; Kuvan & Akan, 2005 [7];
Rasoolimanesh, Jaafar, Kock & Ramayah, 2015 [45]; Sheldon & Abenoja, 2001
[29]; Teye, Sönmez & Sirakaya, 2002 [46]; Tournois & Djeric, 2018 [5]
Age Attitude
Bujosa & Rosselló, 2007 [47]; Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996 [44]; Kuvan &
Akan, 2005 [7]; McGehee & Andereck, 2004 [41]; Rasoolimanesh, et al., 2015





Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003 [24]; Andriotis, 2005 [48]; Diedrich & García, 2009
[30]; Eusébio, Vieira, & Lima, 2018 [6]; Hernández et al., 1996 [32]; Liu & Li,
2018 [49]; Smith & Krannich, 1998 [50]; Stylidis, 2018 [12]; Vargas,
Oom do Valle, Da Costa & Albino, 2015 [51]; Yoon, Gursoy, & Chen, 1999 [52]
Satisfaction
Alrwajfah, Almeida, & Cortés, 2019 [53]; Ko & Stewart, 2002 [54]; Nunkoo &
Ramkissoon, 2010 [55]; Smith & Krannich, 1998 [50]; Vargas et al., 2009 [23];




Almeida, et al., 2016 [33]; Andereck et al., 2005 [1]; Andriotis & Vaughan,
2003 [24]; Bujosa & Rosselló, 2007 [47]; Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996 [44];
Kuvan & Akan, 2005 [7]; Lankford & Howard, 1994 [39]; Liu & Var, 1986 [27];
Jani, 2018 [18]; Madrigal, 1993 [56]; Milman & Pizam, 1988 [28];
Rasoolimanesh, et al., 2015 [45]; Teye et al., 2002 [46]; Vargas et al., 2015 [51]
Satisfaction
Akis, Peristianis & Warner, 1996 [57]; Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996 [44];
Harrill, 2004 [42]; Lankford & Howard, 1994 [39]; Lawson, Williams, Young &
Cossens, 1998 [58]; Liu et al., 1987 [8]; Rasoolimanesh, et al., 2015 [45];
Vargas et al., 2015 [51]; Wang & Chen, 2015 [16]
Most studies on satisfaction in tourism have focused on the opinions of tourists [59,60]. Few studies
have been interested in the satisfaction of the local population with respect to the development of
tourism (Table 1). The satisfaction of the residents has a decisive role since it is a good indicator of
the support of the local community towards the development of tourism [54]. The satisfaction of the
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tourist experience is linked to the interaction with the resident population, as a positive evaluation of
the tourist experience by the traveller is related to contact with the local population, either through the
workers who provide services or the residents who provide information [6,61].
Some studies on satisfaction in mature destinations indicate that residents show clear
dissatisfaction [20,21,62–64], which is mediated by an economic dependence on tourism [8,16,39,
42,44,45,51,57,58]. Residents of mature destinations that have reached the final stages in the Doxey
and Butler models present negative attitudes.
The perception of hospitality has great value in the creation of tourist destinations, while the
signs of discomfort towards tourists by local communities can seriously hinder the development of the
destination. In the case of Spain, the irritation of some local communities towards mass tourism and
other related problems have been grouped around the concept called tourism-phobia, which reflects a
current of social criticism towards mass tourism [65,66]. This scenario is applicable to other saturated
destinations, mainly in Europe [67].
Based on the models on the development of destinations and the studies analysed regarding
residents’ attitude and satisfaction with tourism development, the following hypotheses can be
considered (Figure 2):
H1. Residents in mature destinations have a clear negative attitude towards the impact of tourism.
H2. Residents in mature destinations have a clear dissatisfaction with tourism development.
2.2. Place Attachment and Rootedness
One variable that may have a close, significant link with residents’ attitudes in tourism spaces is
place attachment, which can a↵ect residents’ perception of the impact of tourism and their support for
the sector [11,13]. Place attachment has been studied by diverse disciplines, especially in geography,
anthropology, sociology, and psychology, among others. Authors who have studied this subject have
outlined di↵erent concepts for this construct: sense of place [68], community attachment [69] and place
identity [70], although there does not seem to be a common consensus among researchers regarding the
place attachment term. Place attachment has been defined as “a positive a↵ective link between a person
and the place where he lives” [71]. Other authors have defined place attachment as an individual’s
social integration into the community, which reflects an emotional link between the individual and
a specific community [40]. This factor reflects the rootedness of an individual and their sense of
belonging to a community [69,72]. Whether viewed from the perspective of social geography [73,74]
or that of anthropology [75], both agree in understanding the place as a combination of social and
cultural interactions, which is in accordance with the definitions mentioned.
Several studies on place attachment distinguish between two dimensions: social and
physical [71,76]. The first component refers to the bonds of union between the individual and their
community, in fact, some authors point out that places are part of the collective memory that unites
the person to their community [77]. The second refers to the environmental context in which the
resident lives and their physical elements of identification or satisfaction. More recently, there has been
a shift toward a complex, multifaceted concept with central components of a↵ect (emotion), cognition
(identity), and behaviour (action) [78]. Thus, place attachment can play an important role in terms of the
perception and attitudes of the local community towards social and economic transformations in their
community and place of residence [79]. The di↵erentiation between physical and social attachment is
taken into account in this research.
Not many studies have analysed place attachment in relation to residents’ attitudes towards
tourism development [3,13,38,40,52]. In any case, tourism studies often understand the concept of
place attachment as “attachment to destination”, analysed from the perspective of the visitor, their
satisfaction and loyalty to the place [80,81]. On the other hand, the attachment of the residents towards
the place where they live and their possible relationship with attitudes towards tourism has been
little explored, so it is proposed in this study as a line of research. Place attachment has often been
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measured in relation to residency time and/or in accordance with having grown up or been born in
said community [34,36,38–40,43]. However, non-tourism studies have measured place attachment
using other variables such as a↵ect, identity, dependency, social links, and/or a preference for or sense
of pride in the place [82,83].
However, in accordance with the most recent studies on place attachment [82,84], the fact that one
was born and/or is living in a specific place does not necessarily mean that one has developed feelings
of attachment to the aforementioned community. It is possible to find natives with a low level of pride
and/or a↵ection for their community, as well as non-native residents with strong feelings of attachment
and satisfaction for the place in which they have chosen to live. For this reason, it is preferable to
separate these measurements in a way that simultaneously reflects the objective fact of being born
in and belonging to a specific place (a concept we shall call rootedness) and evaluates the subjective
a↵ective bond that residents of a tourist destination (whether they are natives or not) have with that
place (which will be the actual variable of place attachment). Taking into account previous studies and
the research objectives, we propose these two hypotheses (Figure 2):
H3. Residents with higher social place attachment have a more positive attitude towards tourism.
H4. There is a di↵erentiated behaviour in resident attitudes according to the level of place attachment
and rootedness.
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3. ethodology
3.1. The Study Area
Benalmádena is located in the tourist area of the Costa del Sol (region of Andalusia, Spain);
the municipality covers a surface area of 27.2 km2 and has 20 km of coastline. The municipality includes
three small tourist towns: Benalmádena Costa, Arroyo de la Miel and Benalmádena Pueblo (old village).
Benalmádena Costa was a small fishing village, while the other two were small agricultural villages.
The interior of the municipality is occupied by the Sierra de Mijas, which extends to the coast (Figure 3).
The population of Benalmádena has transformed significantly since the advent of mass tourism at
the end of the 1950s and has undergone significant demographic growth due to the arrival of new
residents. In 1950 the population was 2076 inhabitants and by 2018 the figure had risen to 67,746,
representing a population density of 2446 inhabitants per km2 [85]. Benalmádena is a medium-size
city on the Costa del Sol, Province of Malaga.
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The significant migratory flows that have reached Benalmádena are motivated by its economic
dynamism caused by tourism growth and the supply of family housing (non-tourism) for the Malaga
metropolitan area. These migratory flows have generated a remarkable demographic growth, which
developed parallel to the growth of the hotel o↵er (Figure 4). Within the context of the European and
Spanish economic crisis in 2008–2012, the economic dynamism of Benalmádena was a↵ected, resulting
in a drop in migration flows. From 1996 to 2007, this destination experienced a high level of growth in
immigrant reception; notably in 2006, with a positive balance of 3467 inhabitants. From 2007 onwards,
the drop in immigration can be identified as the main e↵ect of the economic crisis. During 2016 and
2017 the increase in emigrants was mainly due to administrative arrangements (Figure 5).
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Figure 4. Compared evolution of hotel supply and population in Benalmádena. Source: [85].
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The demographic structure shows that a minority of the population was born in the municipality
of Benalmádena (15.0%). Most residents come from other municipalities in the province of Malaga or
the rest of Spain. It is also worth highlighting that 29% of the population was born abroad. As a result
of the influx of new residents, it is necessary to point out that more than half of the municipality´s
population has spe t 10 years or less living in the mun cipality. This situation, in which the population
born the municipality is a mino ity, coincides with other mat re sea ide destinations in Spain, while
in urban or interior destinations the native population is mostly over 50% (Table 2).
Table 2. Population born in the municipality by type of destination in Spain (2011). Source: [86].
City and Rural Destination % Seaside Destination %
Madrid 50.7 Benidorm 16.6
Barcelona 51.9 Calviá 10.1
Sevilla 66.6 Salou 9.5
Ronda 67.7 Lloret de Mar 17.8
Jaca 44.1 S. Bartolomé de Tirajana 27.0
Cangas de Onís 52.2 Torremolinos 12.6
The urban growth of the municipality has led to construction on 53% of the area covered by
the district. This development has been the most intense in the area closest to the coast, in such a
way that 78.6% of the first 1000 m of the coastline has been developed [85]. The municipality o↵ers
19,868 regulated bed places, of which 14,329 are in hotels and similar establishments, and 5548 are in
apartments [85]. With the evolution of hotel bed-places (Figure 4) the rate of growth can be observed
to have decelerated following years of significant increases. This may be linked to the fact that we
are dealing with a ature destination that already has a large range of hotels, as well as the e↵ects of
the economic crisis in 2008–2012. M nwhile, in accordance with the number of properties not used
as main homes, it is estimated that the municipality has 59,000 unregulated bed places [86]. Taking
into account the number of regulated and non-regulated places, the population of the municipality
can double during the peak summer season. Tourism is the main sector of the Benalmádena economy.
The local economy has been supported by a model of massive seaside tourism, with poorly paid jobs
and high tourism seasonality, which causes the closure of many hotels in winter.
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The identification of Benalmádena as a mature destination can be made based on the remarkable
chronological period dedicated to tourism and the specialization in seaside tourism focused on mass
tourism. In general terms, Benalmádena adapts to the main requirements of the stagnation phase
pointed out by Butler [21] and other authors [87]. These authors highlight the following variables:
stagnation of tourism supply or demand, lack of definition of destination image, predominance
of tourists from lower-middle socioeconomic classes, high dependence on repeat tourists and the
predominance of artificial versus natural attractions, among other aspects. Other authors [88] link
the maturity of a tourist destination with the loss of productivity, stagnation of the economic growth
of the destination, obsolescence of the tourist o↵er and the urban scene. Benalmádena, as a tourist
destination, is facing a critical phase of consolidation and/or stagnation. The local government try to
implement actions focused on strategies based on the quality of the tourist areas and the improvement
of the tourist o↵er.
3.2. Study Method
3.2.1. Instruments
The questionnaire was the instrument used to obtain information on the opinion of residents
regarding the aspects analysed. First, a pilot study was carried out using a sample size of 50 people with
the aim of assessing the suitability of the questionnaire. The pilot study was distributed proportionally
to gender, age, nationality and district of the municipality. The technical team was in charge of its
distribution and completion. This work resulted in an improvement of the Likert scale and explanations
of some of the questions. 80% of respondents showed some doubts regarding some of the questions;
therefore, we made modifications for better understanding.
The definitive sample comprised a total of 770 people, all residents in the municipality of
Benalmádena. The total population in the study area was 65,598 inhabitants in 2015. Using the usual
generic formula for a simple or systematic random sample with a finite population, as in our case, the
result was a sample of 381; however, we decided to expand the sample and reach 770 to obtain more
reliable data.
In order to ensure that the sample was fully representative and that all the residents felt their
opinions were reflected in the results of the study, proportionate stratified random sampling was
carried out. The population of Benalmádena was stratified in accordance with several categories:
gender, age (under the age of 20; aged 20 to 44; aged 45 to 64; aged over 65) and being a native or
non-native resident (to have been born or not to have been born in Benalmádena (Table 3). The size of
each sampling stratum was proportional to its size in the population. This method ensures that the
sample is statistically representative of the population, with a margin of error of ±5% and a 2  (95%)
confidence level.
Table 3. Categories of the simple by multiple stratification. Source: own elaboration.
Origen Gender Age
Native Male
Less than 20 years
Between 20 and 44 years
Immigrants
Spaniards, foreigners Female
Between 45 and 65 years
More than 65 years
Questionnaires were completed by students, businesspeople, workers from the tourism and/or
service sector, civil servants, pensioners, etc., with the aim of reaching the largest number of residents
with di↵erent characteristics. The technical team distributed 918 questionnaires, 770 of which were
correctly answered, 68 were rejected for being incomplete and 80 were lost. They were administered in
June 2015 and between October and December of the same year, taking into account the high and low
tourism seasons in the municipality. The majority of the questionnaires were self-administered, that is
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to say, respondents noted down their own answers. The exception was the population group aged
over 65, where, due to their di culty in understanding and writing down the answers, face-to-face
and direct interviews were held.
3.2.2. Scales of Analysis of the Questionnaire
The questionnaire was created following a review of the literature [3,7,11,23,27,54,57,89–91] and
it consisted of three sections: questions linked to sociodemographic aspects; a series of questions
used to measure attachment to the community, rootedness, and satisfaction with tourism; and, finally,
an attitude scale measuring the general impacts of tourism.
First, the sociodemographic variables used in the questionnaire were: gender, age, respondent´s
own place of birth, place of birth, native or non-native (population born in Benalmádena or not), years
of residence, place of residence in Benalmádena, and level of education (Table 4).
Second, the attitude scale towards tourism was made up of 21 items, of which 11 are positive
aspects of tourism (a positive economic impact, employment, improved quality of life, increased
cultural o↵er, preservation of local traditions, the possibility to mix with residents, an increase in green
zones, and environmental protection, among others); and 10 are negative aspects (increased property
prices, increased cost of living, seasonal work, an increase in drug and alcohol consumption, more
tra c and noise, destruction of the environment, etc.; Table 5). Scale items were adapted from the
main authors who have researched this issue [1–3,11]. These variables were classified in three main
groups (economic, sociocultural, and environmental) and were measured on a five-point Likert scale,
with 1 representing “Strongly disagree”, 2: “Disagree”, 3: “Neither agree nor disagree”, 4: “Agree”,
and 5: “Strongly agree” [92]. The perception towards each impact of tourism is presented in Table 5.
The general attitude towards tourism was calculated based on the tourism impact items; for this,
an average of all the mentioned items was made (Table 6).
Third, in this study, tourism satisfaction levels were evaluated using the following item: “In general,
I feel satisfied with the tourist development of Benalmádena.” The response format was a Likert scale
with five options. The level of satisfaction is considered a general evaluation of the destination, as well
as the expectations of the resident, in relation to the tourist development process [93]. We use a single
item to avoid conceptually interfering with the scale of attitudes, and we analyse the di↵erentiated
behaviour according to native and non-native resident conditions (Table 6).
Fourth, we measured place attachment from social and physical points of view. The following item
was chosen to measure the residents’ social attachment: “I feel proud to live in Benalmádena”, which
has been previously used by di↵erent authors [78,94,95]. This item reflects a subjective measurement
of place attachment, as suggested above. Physical attachment was measured using the item: “What
is your favourite place in Benalmádena?” [96]. This question has an open answer, and the results
were classified along environmental, urban, and other categories (Table 7 and Figure 6). The level of
attachment is related to the variables of native and non-native and place of residence.
Fifth, as a novel contribution, we introduced a method for measuring the level of rootedness,
which results from the aggregation of three variables: birthplace, birthplace of a parent, and birthplace
of a child (Tables 8 and 9). This idea arose from the need to know the role that the native population
plays in tourist destinations. This study is concerned with identifying any links between the rootedness
of residents and their attitude toward tourism (Table 10). Unlike other authors, we consider rootedness
as the linking of the resident to the place, by recording their place of birth, as well as that of their
parents and their children. We understand that this relationship between the resident and the place
is less variable, as opposed to place attachment. The index is a summation of the three conditions
(Table 8).
Data were processed using the statistics program SPSS version 19. Reliability analysis, Pearson
correlations, chi-squared testing, and stepwise linear regression were carried out to analyse the results.
Figures 1 and 2 show the scheme of the research.
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4. Results
4.1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Sample
This section describes the main results obtained from the analysis of the sociodemographic aspects
of the survey carried out (Table 4).
The sample is comprised of 378 men and 392 women. The age group between 20 and 44 years
stand out, representing 39.5% of the sample, followed by the group between the ages of 45 and 64 (26%).
The largest group of residents comes from a municipality within the province of Malaga (32.5%), and
the second most prominent group includes those who come from European country (23.2%). Natives
of Benalmádena represent only 13.6%; 11.7% are residents who come from somewhere in Spain; 9.6%
come from somewhere in the world other than Europe. The majority of the population lives in the
small towns of Benalmádena Costa and Arroyo de la Miel (83.9%). Benalmádena Costa has a large
proportion of non-native population (92.1%).
Table 4. Socio-demographic data. Source: own elaboration.
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Gender Place of residence
Male 378 49.1 Benalmádena Pueblo 124 16.1
Female 392 50.9 Benalmádena Costa 291 37.8
Total 770 100.0 Arroyo de la Miel 355 46.1
Age (years) Level of education
Under the age of 20 158 20.5 No education 35 4.5
Aged 20 to 44 304 39.5 Primary education 140 18.2
Aged 45 to 64 200 26.0 Secondary education 404 52.5
Aged over 65 108 14.0 University education 191 24.8
Total 770 100.0 Total 770 100.0
Place of birth Years of residence
Benalmádena 105 13.6 Less than 1 year 50 6.5
Province of Malaga 250 32.5 Between 1 and 5 years 91 11.8
Province of Andalusia 72 9.4 Between 6 and 10 years 108 14.0
Province of Spain 90 11.7 Over 11 years 388 60.9
Country in Europe 179 23.2 Missing 133 17.3





Non native 665 86.4
Total 770 100.0
Residents who were not born in Benalmádena but who have spent more than 11 years living in
the municipality represent 60.9% of the sample and they are the largest group. A long way behind,
they are followed by non-natives who have lived in the area for between six and ten years (17%), and
those who have lived there for between one and five years (14.3%). Lastly, the smallest group includes
those that have lived in Benalmádena for less than a year (7.8%).
4.2. Rootedness Level
The rootedness index adds three conditioning factors of the residents; this is reflected in the score
(0, 1, 2 and 3; Table 8) (see Methodology). According to these requirements, Group 3 represents those
who satisfy the three conditions, which amounts to 2.9%; Group 2 meets two requirements, which
amounts to 5.8% of the total sample and Group 1 only meets one requirement and represents 17.5%.
Lastly, Group 0 are residents who do not meet any of the three requirements; this group is comprised
of the largest number of residents (73.8%), most of whom have arrived in the municipality over the last
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few years. Group 3 can be considered to have the greatest level of rootedness, while Group 0 has the
lowest rootedness rating, or, in any event, they are rootless (Table 9).
4.3. Scale of Attitude of Residents Towards Tourism
Below is a presentation of the internal consistency of the scale used for residents’ attitudes in
21 items, positive and negative (Table 5). The value of Cronbach´s alpha is high on the scale for
attitudes towards tourism, 0.76 (n = 21), indicating a good reliability level [97]. The mean values were
measured using a five-point Likert scale.








Tourism is the main
economic activity in
Benalmádena
4.24 0.76 Tourism increaseshouse prices 3.76 0.76
Due to tourism more roads
and developments are
built




employment instability 3.07 0.74
Tourism improves quality
of life 3.79 0.74
Tourism increases
pollution 3.60 0.73
Due to tourism there are
more cultural activities 3.35 0.75
Tourism causes more
crime 3.33 0.73
Due to tourism public
services are improved 3.24 0.74
Tourism causes more
tra c jams 3.73 0.74
Tourism stimulates local
fiestas 3.75 0.75
Due to tourism local
fiestas are lost 2.41 0.75
I mix with foreigners who
do not speak Spanish 3.59 0.75
Due to tourism more
alcohol and drugs are
consumed
3.46 0.73
I mix with foreigners who
speak Spanish 3.96 0.75
Tourism damages the
natural surroundings 3.37 0.73
Due to tourism there are
more gardens and public
parks in the town
3.28 0.74






Mean 3.59 0.75 Mean 3.36 0.74
4.4. Descriptive Analysis of Attitudes towards Tourism, Satisfaction, and Place Attachment
Listed below are the average ratings and/or frequencies of the variables analysed in the two
resident groups, natives and non-natives (residents who were born in the municipality and those who
were not born in Benalmádena) (Table 6). Tourism attitude is a variable that comes from the mean of the
21 tourism impact items. As can be seen, the attitude towards tourism scores in all three groups show
a positive attitude (native mean, non-native mean, and total mean). A Student’s t-test was performed
to find out the di↵erences between the analysed groups. The group of natives had a less favourable
attitude towards tourism than non-natives (t = 3.39; p = 0.01). Regarding satisfaction with tourism,
both groups displayed moderately high satisfaction (mean = 3.69; values from 1–5). The Student’s
t-test shows that there are no significant di↵erences between both groups (t =  0.02; p = 0.98). 65.7% of
residents are quite satisfied with the tourist development.
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Table 6. Average tourism satisfaction and tourism attitude. Source: own elaboration.
N Mean Standard Deviation
Tourism
satisfaction
Non-native 665 3.69 0.88
Native 105 3.69 0.99
Total 770 3.69 0.91
Tourism attitude
Non-native 665 3.47 0.40
Native 105 3.62 0.39
Total 770 3.49 0.41
We observe a very high rate among both native and non-native residents (Table 7) for the social
level of attachment. In the case of natives, 92.3% claim to feel proud about living in Benalmádena,
as opposed to 1.9% who do not. The percentage of people who feel proud is lower among non-natives
(82.4%), although it is still very high, while 4.9% of non-natives state that they do not feel attachment.
There is not an estimable di↵erence between the two groups ( 2 = 2.17; p = 0.14).
With respect to the level of physical attachment, we observed that the beach is the favourite place
chosen by the population of Benalmádena (20%) (Table 7; Figures 6 and 7). This place is particularly
likely to be chosen by young people and residents in Benalmádena Costa and Arroyo de la Miel,
especially the native residents. The residents show a remarkable physical attachment to the small towns
in which they live, as well as Paloma Park and public facilities (marina, library, sports facilities). Other
favourite places include monuments such as the Bil-Bil Castle or the Buddhist Stupa. The greatest
concentration of favourite places is located around Benalmádena Costa (Figure 6). The mountain is
not a favourite place due to access di culties, unlike Paloma Park. Taking into account the variable
of place of residence, we find that there is a significant relationship between the place of residence
and favourite place. Residents tend to choose the area in which they live and the nearby areas as their
favourite places ( 2 = 0.00) (Table 7). The residents in Benalmádena Pueblo (the old village) are those
who tend to choose their small town as a favourite place (Table 7; Figure 8).
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Table 8. Proposal of Rootedness index.
Variable Name Description Min Max
Rootedness index (RI) RI = pr + or + cr 0 3
Parent rootedness (pr) Dummy variable that takes the value 1 if a parent wasborn in Benalmádena and 0 if elsewhere 0 1
Own rootedness (or) Dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondentwas born in Benalmádena and 0 if elsewhere 0 1
Child rootedness (cr) Dummy variable that takes the value 1 if a son/daughterwas born in Benalmádena and 0 if elsewhere 0 1
Table 9. Level of rootedness. Source: own elaboration.
Score Frequency Percentage Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
0 568 73.8 73.8 73.8
1 135 17.5 17.5 91.3
2 45 5.8 5.8 97.1
3 22 2.9 2.9 100.0
Total 770 100.0 100.0
As can be seen in Table 10, the attitude towards tourism correlates positively and significantly with
satisfaction with tourism (r = 0.24), attachment (r = 0.26), and level of studies (r = 0.13). The correlation
is significant but in a negative sense in the case of years of residence (r =  0.19) and level of attachment
(r =  0.09).
Table 10. Significant variables and attitude towards tourism. Source: own elaboration.
Place Attachment 0.26 **
Tourism Satisfaction 0.24 **
Level of studies 0.13 **
Years of residence  0.19 *
Age 0.04
Rootedness  0.09 *
Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.
Finally, a stepwise linear regression analysis was carried out using attitude towards tourism
as the criterion variable, and those that correlated significantly with said attitude as predictors
(Table 11). Level of rootedness was found to be non-significant; the variables in the regression were
attachment, residence time, satisfaction, and level of education, explaining 13% of the variation in
total. A description of the main results of the Pearson correlation and the linear regression is given in
the Discussion.
Table 11. Attitude towards tourism and significant variables. Linear regression. Source: own elaboration.
Beta Adjusted R F
Attachment 0.23 0.08 49.03 **
Years of residence  0.11 0.09 31.48 **
Satisfaction 0.15 0.11 25.26 **
Level of education 0.13 0.13 22.03 **
Note: ** p < 0.01.
5. Discussion
In this study, we mainly analysed the attitude of residents to the impacts of tourism and its
connection to the following variables: place attachment, rootedness, tourism satisfaction, and time of
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residence by applying correlation analysis and linear regression (Tables 10 and 11), which provided
significant results.
First, the attitude towards tourism in the residents and the groups (native and non-native) is
notable; the group of natives had a more favourable attitude than non-natives (Table 6). Therefore, as a
positive attitude towards tourism development was found, H1 is rejected.
The analysis shows that the local population has a positive attitude towards tourism (3.49; Table 6).
This could be due to the fact that residents in mature destinations are more aware of the e↵ects
of tourism, negative and positive. Tourism is part of the daily routine and the local community
accumulates a wide historical experience of tourism. This result supports the studies by Madrigal [53]
(1993). In some studies, it can be observed that in destinations that have reached the stage of maturity
in their lifecycle or experienced intense growth, the attitude and support of residents towards tourism
development is clear.
The positive attitude of residents in Benalmádena corresponds with a large number of studies
carried out in mature destinations [24,27–29,89], which found that the attitude of residents is one of
support for tourism. Even in mature national destinations with a “sun and sea” model that have had a
history similar to that of Benalmádena, they concluded that while residents acknowledge the negative
e↵ects of tourism, they have a positive predisposition towards this sector. There were similar findings
in studies carried out by Díaz [2] carried out in Tenerife and Ibiza (Spain). This last destination was
studied by Cardona [98] and by Cardona and Serra [99]. Both destinations are characterised by having
significant economic dependence on tourism and this activity is what leads residents to value the
benefits more than the costs [12].
The destination cycle of evolution proposed by Butler [21] suggests that residents become less
supportive of tourism as a destination reaches the latter stages of tourist development. Butler was
especially concerned with the stagnation process that takes place in the final stage. Butler points out
that during this mature stage there may be resentment towards tourists if stagnation of the tourism
area persists. Likewise, there is a certain connection between Butler’s model and the proposal created
by Doxey [20] that links the attitude of residents in tourism spaces with the destination’s level of
development. The mentioned arguments, as well as the results reached in this study, contradict the
theories presented by Butler and Doxey. However, it is necessary to bear in mind that the previously
mentioned models have served as a basis for several studies that have criticised the limited capacity of
these models in explaining the evolution of numerous destinations [100,101].
Benalmádena is a destination with a long history of tourism within a geographic area (Costa del
Sol) that is accustomed to the presence of foreign people. The local population of Benalmádena may
show a positive attitude because the residents are accustomed to dealing with tourists and because
of the demographic structure of the city, in which a high proportion of the population was born
outside of Benalmádena. These aspects would also explain the capacity for adaptation and resilience
to the impacts of tourism. In accordance with Cohen [102], in mature and highly professionalised
areas, where the population has learned to welcome visitors and to tolerate their peculiar behaviour,
contact may be characterised by an absence of aggression and antagonism. A similar attitude is
shown by the population of Benidorm (Spain), a destination with characteristics similar to those of
Benalmádena [101,103].
Second, tourism satisfaction has been found to be moderately favourable, and there are no
di↵erences between the native and non-native population (Table 6). This research is in line with
studies by Ko and Stewart [54] and Park, Nunkoo and Yoon [104], which found that the satisfaction of
residents in a community is closely linked to the personal and general benefits that tourism provides,
considering that the positive benefits outweigh the negative. Therefore, H2 is rejected since residents
show a clear satisfaction with tourism development.
Third, we found that the social attachment levels of residents toward Benalmádena is very high
(83.7%; 82.4% and 92.3% for non-natives and natives, respectively) (Table 7), and this variable has
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a close relationship with the attitude towards tourism. Therefore, hypothesis 3 (H3), regarding the
positive attitude toward tourism for residents with greater social attachment, is accepted.
The level of social attachment in Benalmádena is quite high among both native and non-native
populations. This finding supports the results of McCool & Martin [40] and Vidal [105], who found
that people living in communities with a high level of tourism development have a stronger sense of
attachment to the community. Newcomers (more than half of the population of the municipality has
been living there for less than 10 years) may quickly become attached to a community because they
have made a prior choice to come and live in a place that provides them with work and/or they value
the comfort of the climate and environment in the area as a place of retreat.
The factor of physical attachment shows results similar to those of other studies evaluating places
of nature [96,106]. Therefore, the most valued elements are those related to natural resources, especially
beaches. The choice of beaches as a favourite place is logical in a seaside destination. It is also necessary
to emphasize that the beach may have a more important place meaning for the native population than
the non-native, in line with the Kajan study [14]. As in the Kajan study [14], we found a concentration
of places of interest for residents around Benalmádena Costa, so this area has a special symbolic
value for residents. The significance of places for Benalmádena residents coincides with the results
obtained for tourists, except in the case of the mountains, which are very attractive to tourists due to
the landscape [107].
Fourth, with regard to the level of rootedness, we found that the highest percentage group of the
population (73.8%) has a minimum level of rootedness (Table 9). That is to say, participants who not
only were not born in the area, but they do not have parents or children living in the municipality
either. Despite this, and as seen above, the levels of social attachment are very high, which confirms
the relevance of separating both concepts. There has often been some confusion about this in prior
literature, as discussed in the literature review, and it may explain the wide range of results found
in relation to the link between these variables. For this reason, we should consider di↵erentiated
behaviour between both indicators, as would be checked later. Therefore, we accept hypothesis 4 (H4)
and explain it in more detail at the end of this chapter.
Fifth, regarding the links between variables, the attitude towards tourism appears to positively
correlate with social place attachment and satisfaction, implying that residents have a more positive
attitude towards tourism in relation to these aforementioned variables (Table 10). This result is
consistent with hypothesis 3 (H3) regarding the relationship between social attachment and attitude
towards tourism.
(i) Social place attachment has the highest correlation with attitude toward tourism, which confirms
the importance of this link in accordance with prior studies [6,11,38,40,72]. The positive
relationship of social attachment with the attitude toward tourism may indicate that the existence
of a↵ective bonds with the place of residence can add nuance and modulate the negative impacts
derived from tourism, as has been observed with natural disasters and the persistence of the
population in occupying the same zones [108]. In turn, this fact is linked to the social resilience
that is discussed in the conclusions.
(ii) Satisfaction with tourism also has a positive link with attitude, which may confirm the connection
between the two variables [16,45].
The variables with a slight and negative correlation are the following:
(i) Years of residence and level of rootedness: it was found that there are di↵erences in the attitude
between participants with longer or shorter terms of residence in Benalmádena (Table 10). As the
years go by, residents display a somewhat more negative attitude.
(ii) The same process happens with the rootedness variable: the higher the level of rootedness, the
less favourable the attitude towards tourism; likewise, in the regression analysis, rootedness is
not a significant variable, while social attachment is (Table 11).
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These results are in line with the studies by Besculides, Lee and McCormick [35], Um &
Crompton [13], Lankford & Howard [39], Haley, Snaith and Miller [37], Martínez-García, Raya
and Majó [4], who found that natives and residents who have spent more time living in a destination
had less favourable attitudes towards tourism than those with short-term residences. This may be
because residents with more years of residence in the municipality have seen more evidence of the
negative e↵ects of tourism [37]. Permanent residents are more sensitive to the impacts of tourism
because they have witnessed the changes that have occurred in their way of life [43], or they feel that
the peacefulness and natural resources of their environment are being lost [7].
The same explanation could apply to residents with a higher level of rootedness. This group has
witnessed the changes that have taken place in Benalmádena, they have seen the alterations of the
landscape, and have witnessed the tourism development in the destination. It could be said that these
residents connect their personal wellbeing with the area where they live. In relation to hypothesis 4
(H4), it can be concluded that this proposal is accepted since the residents with the highest level of
rootedness show a more negative attitude towards tourism and its development, unlike the residents
with the highest level of social attachment which is linked to a more positive attitude towards tourism.
For this reason, these two indicators have been separated from a methodological point of view.
6. Conclusions
6.1. Contributions
After analysing a series of variables that explain the attitude of residents towards tourism,
the major contributions can be summarised as follows:
(i) We chose to conceptually and empirically separate the place attachment and rootedness
variables and their link to the attitudes of residents towards tourism. Using the obtained results,
these variables were found to behave di↵erently: social attachment correlates positively with attitudes
towards tourism; rootedness, on the other hand, has a negative correlation. That is to say, stronger
attachment means a better attitude towards tourism, whereas greater rootedness suggests a worse
attitude towards it (Figure 9). This distinction has not been made in other similar studies and we
believe it is highly important to make this clarification. We also created and used our own indicator to
measure rootedness, which is the sum of three intersections or conditioning factors of the demographic
characteristics of residents. This proposal is especially suitable for mature tourism areas that have a
very small native population, as in the case of Benalmádena. There are no comparative studies for this
indicator; however, the results show that the higher the level of rootedness, the less favourable the
attitude towards tourism. This could be explained by the fact that residents with strong community
ties are more concerned with the negative e↵ects of tourism than those with weaker links [35].
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(ii) There are few studies regarding social resilience in mature tourism areas [15,109,110], as most
of the studies focus on destinations with low environmental impact, especially sustainable tourism
destinations. The mature destinations that rely on mass tourism show high economic, social and
environmental vulnerability (Table 12). The survival of these destinations is linked to their ability to
absorb disturbances and reorganise to maintain their competitiveness and growth [111]. Benalmádena
is a good example of a vulnerable destination, since it is highly dependent on the consumption of
natural resources (land, water, etc.) [112]. This model needs constant population rotation to maintain an
unsustainable model of mass tourism, which is dependent on continuous growth. The high proportion
of the non-native population that has migrated to Benalmádena to work in the tourism sector favours
the maintenance of the current model. This statement is in accordance with Gómez’s study for the
Costa del Sol [113].
Faced with these vulnerabilities, it is observed that many of the mature destinations manage to
overcome these weaknesses. The resilience factors appear to be related to professional management
and useful governance, in such a way that the residents are more capable of adjusting to the impact
caused by tourism [4,88,110,114–117]. The extensive tourism experience of Benalmádena and the
importance of tourism in the political agenda of the local government would explain the maintenance
of the tourism model, despite the successive crises that tourism has su↵ered on the Costa del Sol since
the middle of the 20th century.
Some previous studies have highlighted factors of social structure that increase social
resilience [118]. These variables include the strength of social networks, social self-organisation,
collaborative governance, economic diversification, social diversity, satisfaction with tourism, and
the connection between the local community and places of reference or place attachment (many of
these elements are related to social capital concept). Some studies highlight a high level of social place
attachment that may explain the level of social resilience [119] and support for tourism [105].
Benalmádena residents demonstrate a persistent likelihood to stay where they live, accept the
impacts of tourism and improve economic and environmental processes so that tourism activities
continue to function. The level of satisfaction with tourist activity has a role similar to that of place
attachment. These aspects coincide with what occurs in Benalmádena. The factors of attitude and
satisfaction towards tourism together the place attachment must be understood within the scope of
the theory of Social Exchange, and it would better explain the adaptation to the impacts, rather than
the social capital of the Benalmádena society. Likewise, in our study area, the continual arrival of an
immigrant population to Benalmádena, people who have made the choice to live in a mature tourist
destination, determines a more positive and resilient behaviour towards tourism, and probably this
behaviour supports the growing model of mass tourism. These facts are related to the low proportion of
the population who were born in Benalmádena, as discussed above. This situation is in accordance with
other Spanish mature destinations (Tables 2 and 12). The results in Benalmádena can be extrapolated
to the municipalities of the Western Costa del Sol, due to the similar socio-economic characteristics.
Benalmádena shares the tourist evolution of the Costa del Sol.
This panorama of resilience in mature tourist destinations is in contrast with the hostility shown in
areas or destinations that were not expressly created for tourism and support a high tourism pressure,
such as Barcelona or Venice [120,121]. This situation has given rise to what is called tourism-phobia in
several European destinations [65]. The residents’ annoyance in tourist areas is a vulnerability that
mature destinations should take into account.
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Table 12. Resilience in a mature seaside destination (Benalmádena). Source: own elaboration.
Weaknesses Strengths
Economic vulnerability: dependence on mass tourism
(increase in tourists, low cost airlines, etc.) Governance and professional tourist management
Environmental vulnerability: consumption of natural
resources (land, water, air, landscape, etc.)
Satisfaction with tourism development and high level
of attachment
Socio-economic vulnerability: poorly paid jobs,
economic dependency, high turnover of population,
low level of rootedness
Socially diverse community. High level of non-native
population
6.2. Implications
The findings provided by this research should be considered when planning and managing
tourism policies. Residents may play a role in deterring the tourism sector if the local community
exhibits hostile behaviour towards tourists, whereas a friendly and hospitable local population is a
factor for success. The link between rootedness and a greater awareness of the problems and benefits
caused by tourism is a highly significant factor that should be considered in destination development.
Rootedness may play a highly positive role in local governance [122] and in social resilience policies.
There is no doubt that the attitude of residents towards the proposed tourism model should be
considered in the planning of tourism policies [123], as community participation in the planning and
development of a tourist destination is essential to achieving sustainable tourism development [89].
Therefore, the local community itself should play an active role and participate in the design and
management of tourism [4,16,124]. The shift towards a less vulnerable and more sustainable tourism
model closely depends on the attitudes of residents.
6.3. Limitations
This research should be conducted with destinations of di↵erent typologies (cultural, rural) and
in various stages of development. Likewise, it would be interesting to complement the results with a
qualitative analysis.
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